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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, see remarks, filed 27 March 2007, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-8 under 35 U.S.C. have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of newly found prior art 
reference(s). See below rejections. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ludewig 
et al. (6,327,609) and Capps et al. (6,735,691). Ludewig et al. teaches a method for 
tracking and reporting traffic activity on a web site (see Ludewig et al., col. 2, lines 1-13) 
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comprising the steps of: storing a web page on a first server coupled to a wide area 
network, said web page having web page code including a cookie processing script; 
uploading the web page to a visitor computer responsive to a request over the wide 
area network from the visitor computer; and. operating the cookie processing script at 
the visitor computer on the web browsing data to obtain new cookie values; and storing 
the new cookie on the visitor computer including the new cookie values (see Ludewig et 
al., col. 5, lines 8-51). But fails to teach data mining code and operating the data mining 
code on the visitor computer to obtain web browsing data. However, Capps et al. 
teaches data mining code and operating the data mining code on the visitor computer to 
obtain web browsing data (see Capps et al., col. 7, line 58-col. 8, line 15). It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Ludewig et al. to data mining code and operating the data mining code on the visitor 
computer to obtain web browsing data in order to automatically configure a computer 
system with the configuration information of another computer (see Capps et al., col. 1 , 
lines 7-10). 

5. Claims 2 and 5-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Capps et al. and Ludewig et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Pogue et al. (6,112,240). 

6. As per claim 2, Capps et al. and Ludewig et al. teach the mentioned limitations of 
claim 1 above but fail to teach a method, further comprising the step of receiving the 
new cookie values at a second server. However, Pogue et al. teaches a method, further 
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comprising the step of receiving the new cookie values at a second server (see Pogue 
et al M col. 8, lines 52-59). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify Capps et al. and Ludewig et al. to a method, 
further comprising the step of receiving the new cookie values at a second server in 
order to obtain client information relating to a web page in a World Wide Web site by 
utilizing a tracker tag in the code of the web page for initiating a cliient information 
tracking program (see Pogue et al., col. 2, lines 12-26). 

7. As per claims 6-8, the above-mentioned motivation of claim 2 applies fully in 
order to combine Capps et al., Pogue et al., and Ludewig et al. 

8. As per claim 6, Capps et al., Pogue et al., and Ludewig et al. teach a method, 
wherein the step of generating a new cookie includes the step of operating the cookie 
processing script on an old cookie associated with the web page and previously stored 
on the visitor computer (see Pogue et al., col. 7, lines 11-22). 

9. As per claim 7, Capps et al., Pogue et al., and Ludewig et al. teach a method, 
further including the step of overwriting the old cookie with the new cookie (see Pogue 
et al., col. 7, lines 11-22). 

10. As per claim 8, Capps et al., Pogue et al., and Ludewig et al. teach a method, 
further including the steps of: detecting that an old cookie exists on the visitor computer 
associated with the web site; tracking events on the visitor computer; processing the old 
cookie using cookie processing code in view of the tracked events to obtain new cookie 
values; and replacing the old cookie values with the new cookie values (see Pogue et 
al., col. 6, line 52-col. 7, line 22). 
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11. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Capps et 
al., Pogue et al., and Ludewig et al. as applied to claims 1 and 2 above, and further in 
view of Davis et al. (2002/0040395). Capps et al., Pogue et al., and Ludewig et al. teach 
the mentioned limitations of claims 1 and 2 above but fail to teach a method, further 
including the steps of: attaching the new cookie values to an image request associated 
with a designated URL source; and sending the image request to the URL source. 
However, Davis et al. teaches a method, further including the steps of: attaching the 
new cookie values to an image request associated with a designated URL source; and 
sending the image request to the URL source (see Davis et al., U 46). It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Capps et al., Pogue et al., and Ludewig et al. to a method, further including the steps of: 
attaching the new cookie values to an image request associated with a designated URL 
source; and sending the image request to the URL source in order to track the use and 
interaction of a user with a resource downloaded from a server on a network by use of a 
tracking program embedded in the resource and executable by a client (see Davis et al., 
1113). 

12. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Capps et 
al., Ludewig et al., Pogue et al., and Davis et al. as applied to claims 1-3 above, and 
further in view of Shrader et al. (6,374,359). Capps et al., Ludewig et al., Pogue et al., 
and Davis et al. teach the mentioned limitations of claims 1-3 above but fail to teach a 
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method, further including the step of decoding the new cookie values to obtain the web 
browsing data. However, Shrader et al. teaches a method, further including the step of 
decoding the new cookie values to obtain the web browsing data (see Shrader et al., 
col. 2, lines 45-64). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify Capps et al., Ludewig et al., Pogue et al., and Davis 
et al. to a method, further including the step of decoding the new cookie values to obtain 
the web browsing data in order to provide an architecture for the dynamic use and 
validation of HTTP cookies for authentication by an application running on a web server 
(see Shrader et al., col. 1, lines 62-65). 

13. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Capps et 
al., Pogue et al., Davis et al., and Ludewig et al. Capps et al., Pogue et al., Davis et al., 
and Ludewig et al. teach a method, further including the steps of: compiling the web 
browsing data into a web page traffic report; and posting the report for viewing over the 
wide area network (see Pogue et al., col. 4, lines 30-60). 

14. Claims 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bharat (6,810,395) and de I'Etraz et al. (6,073,138). 

15. As per claim 14, Bharat teaches a method for analyzing activity on a web page of 
a web site (see Bharat, col. 4, lines 50-64) comprising the steps of: embedding cookie 
processing script within a web page (see Bharat, col. 9, line 60-col. 10, line 7); sending 
the web page to a client node (see Bharat, col. 9, lines 27-41); operating the cookie 
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processing script on the client node (see Bharat, col. 6, lines 41-50); and returning data 
resulting from the operation steps (see Bharat, col. 10, lines 27-32). But fails to teach a 
method of embedding data mining script within a web page; operating the data mining 
script on the client node. However, de I'Etraz et al. teaches a method of embedding 
data mining script within a web page (see de I'Etraz et al., col. 5, line 64-col. 6, line 6); 
operating the data mining script on the client node (see de I'Etraz et al., col. 6, lines 44- 
65). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Bharat to a method of embedding data mining script within a web 
page; operating the data mining script on the client node in order to allow proprietary 
individual contact data to be merged with accurate and up-to-date public information in 
order to explore the full scope (or sphere) of an individual's or business concern's scope 
of influence (see de I'Etraz et al., abstract). 

16. As per claim 15, Bharat and de I'Etraz et al. teach a method, wherein the step of 
operating the cookie processing script on the client node includes: reading a cookie 
value from the client node (see Bharat, col. 3, lines 5-15); tracking events on the client 
node (see Bharat, col. 9, line 60-col. 10, line 7); processing cookie value based on the 
tracked events to obtain a new cookie value; and writing a new cookie value to the client 
node (see Bharat, col. 9, line 60-col. 10, line 19). 

17. Claims 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bharat and de I'Etraz et al. as applied to claim 14 above, and further in view of 
Pogueetal. (6,112,240). 
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18. As per claim 16, Bharat and de I'Etraz et al. teach the mentioned limitations of 
claim 14 above but fail to teach a method, wherein the step of returning data includes 
the steps of: embedding data within an image request associated with a designated 
URL source; and sending the image request to the URL source. However, Pogue et al. 
teaches a method, wherein the step of returning data includes the steps of: embedding 
data within an image request associated with a designated URL source; and sending 
the image request to the URL source (see Pogue et al., col. 7, lines 1 1-22). It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Bharat and de I'Etraz to a method, wherein the step of returning data includes 
the steps of: embedding data within an image request associated with a designated 
URL source; and sending the image request to the URL source in order to ascertained if 
the web browser 302 is still on, to records the time of each web page access, and also 
to obtain other information regarding the client computer (see Pogue et al., col. 5, lines 
55-67). 

19. As per claim 17, the above-mentioned motivation of claim 16 applies fully in order 
to combine Bharat, de I'Etraz et al., and Pogue et al. Bharat, Pogue et al., and de I'Etraz 
et al. teach a method, further including the steps of: compiling the web browsing data 
into a web page traffic report; and posting the report for viewing over the wide area 
network (see Pogue et al., col. 4, lines 30-60). 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ranodhi Serrao whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7967. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30pm, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on (571) 272-3880. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




